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______ _ a publication for the people of University Hospital 
UPDATE ON DISTRICT 1199 SITUATION 
This i s a fol low-up to the Take One of last week informing you of the 
informati onal picketing scheduled for today, Feb. 15, 1984, by District 1199. 
The Hospi ta l is still negotiating with the Union's representatives, 
seeking to reach an agreement on a new contract. We are meeting with the 
f edera l mediators again on Thursday, Feb. 16, but there are several issues 
that we are concerned about, and want our employees to understand. 
Heal t h-care coverage: We have offered the District 1199 employees the 
Hospital ' s heal th benefi t plan, which includes Blue Cross/Blue Shield Major 
Med i ca l and Denta l health, long-term disability and life insurance for all 
ful l -t i me emp l oyees, and for part-time employees on a pro-rata ba~is. The 
1199 representatives have rejected this offer. The national he~dquarters of 
the Union has not supplied the Hospital--which pays the health plan bill--with 
a copy of its benefi ts book since 1981. Furthermore, some Dis~rict 1199 
empl oyees have complained about the plan's coverage. We believe that Blue 
Cross/Blue Shield is superior to the 1199 health plan because Blue Cross is 
eas1er tor t he employee to use and is more widely accepted by physicians and 
dent i sts in this area. 
Language on staff reductions: The existing contract has language that 
prov ides that any staff reductions would be based simply on seniority, all 
ot her t hings being equal. In discussing this section, the Hospital has 
proposed t hat in t he event of a lay-off, the least-senior employee be allowed 
to t ransfer into a vacant position in the same or lower grade. The Union has 
accepted th is prop osal, but also wants that same employee to have the right to 
be transferred into a higher grade position. The effect of the Union's 
proposal wou l d be t hat a less-senior employee could be promoted over a 
more-sen i or emp l oyee, rather than be laid off. In effect, the least-senior 
empl oyee cou l d get a higher-level position and more pay than a more-senior 
empl oyee. 
In addition, the Un i on has proposed that an employee subject to lay-off 
could not bum p a less-senior employee in another department. The effect of 
t hi s proposa l might be that an employee with five years of employment at 
Univers ity Hosp ita l coul d not take the job of an employee who has been working 
at t he Hosp i tal for only four months in a different department. As a result, 
t hi s five-year employee would be out of a job while the four-month employee 
wou ld st i l l be work i ng. 
Both of these proposals are unacceptable to the Hospital: We do not want 
to reward some employees at the expense of more senior employees, and we do 
not want our sen i or emp l oyees to find themselves out of work. 
In sum, we wou l d ask the Union to reconsider its position and to look 
agai n at our proposal s rather than modifying them or rejecting them out of 
hand. 
